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Introduction
Our mission is to gather accurate and timely data and make it available to the University
of Arkansas (UA) administration and leadership team so that they can make informed
decisions and work toward meeting current goals. Moreover, IR is responsible for data
compilation and analysis that is essential for university compliance with annual, state,
and federal reporting requirements. These data and analyses help the colleges,
departments, and administrative units at the university determine the best use of their
resources.
Projects
IR completed numerous projects in FY2008. Some of the more prominent projects are
listed below.
A. Reassess Definition of Instructional Faculty—There are many ways to identify
instructional faculty and it seems that every institution has a different methodology.
Historically, the University has used the American Association of University Professors
(AAUP) instructional faculty definition which starts with a federal classification for
faculty (Arkansas job class code 39). The pool is further restricted by selecting faculty
members who have an instructional function and an appointment greater than or equal to
fifty percent instruction plus research. This year, IR staff members reviewed the way UA
identifies instructional faculty and compared this definition to the definitions prescribed
by the AAUP, Integrated Postsecondary Educational Data System (IPEDS) and the
definitions used by many of the universities in the Southern University Group (SUG).
During this review, IR discovered that over the last couple of years the use of title
modifiers by UA colleges and schools has increased and the duties associated with
specific modifiers have changed. For example, the adjunct and clinical title modifiers
have grown considerably in the last several years. The Dale Bumpers College of
Agricultural, Food, and Life Sciences (AFLS) will no longer use the title modifier
research beginning in academic year 2008. Aside from refinements related to these
discoveries, the basis of the UA instructional faculty definition remains comparable to the
definitions used by most of the SUG schools and is consistent with the AAUP and IPEDS
directions. Table 1 is a summary of how the various title modifiers are now reported. In
the Fall 2008 faculty and staff snapshot, IR will determine the best methodology to
properly identify AFLS research faculty who no longer have a title modifier.
Additionally, IR will continue to track how the colleges and schools are using title
modifiers and make adjustments when necessary.

Table 1. Instructional Faculty Definition Change
Faculty Status
No Pay
Emeritus
Adjunct
Visiting
Exec In Residence
Clinical
Research
Off-Campus Duty Assignment
Leave w/o Pay

2006 Definition
Faculty Pool
Not Included
Not Included
Not Included
Reported as Instructor
Not Reported
Reported at Assigned Rank
Not Included
Not Included
Not Included

2007 Definition
Faculty Pool
Not Included
Not Included
Reported as Lecturer
Reported as Lecturer
Reported as Lecturer
Reported as Instructor
Not Included
Reported at Assigned Rank
Not Included

While refining the definition of instructional faculty, IR began to review and improve the
accuracy of the faculty data going back to Fall 1997. Faculty who were very close to
fitting the new definition between Fall 1997 and Fall 2007 were scrutinized to determine
if they should be counted as faculty or not. These people fit the general core criteria for
instructional faculty but may have had a unique situation that needed to be investigated.
This required a great deal of research to find information on individuals from sources
such as BASIS and direct inquiries.
The data fields for faculty were also reviewed using historical data from BASIS and
longitudinal overviews. Fields such as academic rank, academic title modifier, tenure
status and others were reviewed to ensure that they are as accurate as possible.
Longitudinal checks help ensure that one-time glitches in the data are caught, such as
tenure inconsistencies.
B. Calculation of Student to Faculty Ratio and Average Class Size—It has come to
the attention of the IR staff that terminology such as student to faculty ratio and average
class size are not well understood figures outside of Institutional Research offices.
Average class size provides a profile of how many students are on the rosters for
individual instructors. This can be calculated for the entire university or by department
when academic programs are being reviewed. The student to faculty ratio can be
considered a broad-brush measure of instructional resources and as such has value in
benchmarking exercises that track progress on various university-wide profile measures.
The student to faculty ratio calculation is the number of full-time equivalent (FTE)
students divided by the number of FTE instructors. This nationally recognized definition
also specifies to exclude any students or instructors in stand alone professional programs.
The only truly stand alone program that UA has is law. It is important to note that the
student to faculty ratio is not in any way connected to the size of classes; the ratio merely
reflects the size of the student body and the number of individuals teaching classes.
Because of the confusion between these two measures, IR staff made a presentation to
the Faculty Senate and published an article in All Things Academic to provide the campus
community with a reference document that would help illuminate the differences between
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the two measures. The full article can be viewed in the December 2007 issue at
http://libinfo.uark.edu/ata/v8no4/ratios.asp.
Also during this timeframe, there were discussions with peer institutional research staff
from the Southern University Group (SUG) concerning the calculation of student to
faculty ratios. It was determined that using the faculty definition, as IR had been doing,
eliminated some instructors of record, i.e., anyone who did not hold a faculty title. That
methodology did not count individuals such as Chancellor John A. White and Dean Don
Bobbitt, whose titles are not faculty titles, but both of whom regularly teach classes.
When the calculation was changed to reflect the number of individuals actually teaching
classes, the “instructors of record” regardless of the title held, the student to faculty ratio
did not change dramatically. Table 2 shows a comparison to the student to faculty ratio
figures from the University of Arkansas Progress Report and illustrates the differences
resulting from the change in methodology.
Table 2. Student to Faculty Ratio: new and historical methodology
Fall

Student FTE

Instructor of Record
FTE

Ratio

Rounded Ratio

UA Progress
Report

1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007

12,377
12,771
12,847
12,953
13,213
13,346
13,639
13,955
14,383
14,584
15,118

802
804
818
807
805
807
819
847
849
872
883

15.43
15.88
15.70
16.04
16.41
16.53
16.65
16.48
16.93
16.73
17.11

15
16
16
16
16
17
17
16
17
17
17

14
16
16
16
16
17
17
17
18
17
17

C. D-Transfer Rule Analysis and Summary—IR and the Registrar’s Office were
charged with analyzing and summarizing, respectively, the affect of allowing students to
petition the University to accept up to up to six hours of D-graded transfer coursework.
The results have been presented to the Provost, the Executive Committee, and to the UA
Faculty Senate. The Provost relayed the results to the Board of Trustees.
Briefly, three years of data show that students who petitioned for acceptance of Dcoursework and were approved (Petitioner) did as well or better during their first
semester at the U of A than students who either did not petition or had their petitions
denied (Non-Petitioner/Denied). The indicators measured were hours attempted, hours
earned, and points earned toward GPA on the basis of course grades. However, with
persistent enrollment, Non-Petitioner/Denied students significantly improved their grades
compared to the Petitioner students (Figure 1). After completing four semesters, the U of
A cumulative GPA of Petitioner students was 0.2 points lower than that of the Non3

Petitioner/Denied students (P < 0.05). While these differences were significant, the
disparity between the two populations did not appear to adversely affect the Petitioner
students’ graduation rate (Table 3). The graduation rates for each cohort, regardless of
the petition status, varied widely. However, when the analysis was conducted on the
overall completion rates, 29% of the Petitioners had graduated while 13% of the NonPetitioner/Denied had graduated (P < 0.0001).

Figure 1. Cumulative GPA of Students who successfully petitioned (Petitioner) or did not
petition/petition was denied (Non-Petitioner/Denied) for transfer of D-coursework
Table 3. Graduation rates of Petitioner and Non-Petitioner/Denied
Starting Semester
Petiton
Status

Spring 2004

Summer 2004

Fall 2004

Spring 2005

Summer 2005

Fall 2005

Spring 2006

Summer 2006

Started in any
Semester

GradGradGradGradGradGradGradGrad- Overall GradCohort
Cohort
Cohort
Cohort
Cohort
Cohort
Cohort
Cohort
uated
uated
uated
uated
uated
uated
uated
uated Cohort uated
N
N
N
N
N
N
N
N
(%)
(%)
(%)
(%)
(%)
(%)
(%)
(%)
N
(%)

NonPetitioner/
Denied

246

33.7%

201

9.5%

778

23.4%

309

11.7%

140

5.7%

885

7.0%

315

2.9%

196

0.0%

3,070

13.0%

Petitioner

26

23.1%

1

0.0%

33

48.5%

9

0.0%

1

0.0%

30

30.0%

8

12.5%

2

0.0%

110

29.1%

D. Voluntary System of Accountability (VSA) and College Portrait—Last year, the
University agreed to participate in the Voluntary System of Accountability. The VSA is
a voluntary initiative that was developed by both the National Association of State
Universities and Land-Grant Colleges (NASULGC) and the American Association of
State Colleges and Universities (AASCU) with the intention of helping institutions
present common data in a universal and comprehensible format for students and parents
to use. The required report, also known as the College Portrait, is required to meet
specific criteria regarding the content, layout, currency, and location within the UA web
site.
4

Before the University agreed to participate in the VSA, IR was charged with evaluating
the quality of the report that would be generated and assessing the resources required to
participate, both financially and in terms of workload. IR determined that acquiring data
for the College Portrait could be grouped into three categories. The first category
contains the numerical information that IR routinely produces and makes available on the
IR web site. The second category of information is more challenging because it requires
coordination and cooperation with many offices. Staff from University Relations have
been tasked with managing this aspect of the report. The third, and by far the most
challenging, category represents three sections of the College Portrait and all will require
considerable participation from the student body to produce reliable results. The first of
these sections requires the University to administer one of three assessment tests that are
designed to measure global learning gains between freshmen and seniors. IR staff have
met with UA faculty and representatives from other offices to determine the appropriate
test to use and how best to implement it so the resulting learning outcomes are reliable
and accurately reflect the student body. This will be the most complicated data element
to collect and report on because of the planning required. The second challenge will be
to effectively administer a graduating senior survey. The third resource intense item is to
administer the National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE). IR has experience in
administering this survey but the challenge is how to achieve a good response rate. IR
staff have been working with faculty and other offices across campus to determine the
most effective ways to accomplish these tasks. To date, IR and University Relations have
met all due dates associated with the College Portrait. The University will need to post
results from the graduating senior survey and the learning outcomes test by 2010 and
2012, respectively. The NSSE will need to be administered again in 2009. All other data
will need to be updated on an annual basis.
The College Portrait can be viewed using the URL below.
http://www.uark.edu/home/images/UA_College_Portrait__2007.pdf
E. IPEDS Race and Ethnicity Changes—In October 2007, IR learned that the National
Center for Educational Statistics had finalized the new race and ethnicity collection and
reporting requirements for students, faculty and staff. These reporting requirements will
be implemented through the Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS),
the data collection program for the National Center for Educational Statistics. The
Arkansas Department of Higher Education will require the University to begin reporting
under these new guidelines beginning July 1, 2009.
A summary of the changes for both collecting and reporting the data is shown in Table 4.
The required changes are not trivial. All students, faculty and staff will be asked to reidentify their race and ethnicity. There were, and still are, significant changes that
needed to be made to the student and employee information systems, applications for
employment and admissions, as well as all of the planning and testing required prior to
implementing the changes. Much of the preparatory work was completed by June 30,
2008 but there is still much to do in the upcoming year. The students will be resurveyed
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beginning September 2008 and the employees will be able to re-identify themselves in
January 2009.
Table 4. Current and new IPEDS race and ethnicity standards

IPEDS Data Collection Categories
Current
New

IPEDS Data Reporting Categories
Current
New

Non-resident alien

Non-resident alien

Non-resident alien

Non-resident alien

Not collected

Not collected

Race and ethnicity
unknown

Race and ethnicity
unknown

Hispanic

Hispanic

Hispanic

Hispanic of any race

American Indian or
Alaska Native

American Indian or
Alaska Native

American Indian or
Alaska Native

American Indian or
Alaska Native

Black, non-Hispanic

Black or African
American

Black, non-Hispanic

Black or African
American

Asian/Pacific Islander

Asian

Asian/Pacific Islander

Asian

N/A

Native Hawaiian or
Other Pacific Islander

N/A

Native Hawaiian or
Other Pacific Islander

White, non-Hispanic
N/A

White
N/A

White, non-Hispanic
N/A

White
Two or more races

Given the limitations that the federal government has placed on how the University will
aggregate race and ethnicity, there will likely be decreases in individual races, an increase
in Hispanic of any race and an increase in the new category of two or more races. By
keeping the original data in BASIS and ISIS, University offices should be able to create
reports that are fairly consistent with previous practices. Additionally, offices will be
able to report the minimum and maximum number of respondents within in each category
as well as those reporting multiple ethnicities. The new data collection procedures will
provide greater flexibility and detail for diversity reports that are separate from required
state and federal reporting.
IR staff have taken the lead in organizing and overseeing that the required changes are
implemented in a time frame that allows enough time for offices to make appropriate
adjustments as needed. IR has been fortunate to work with very dedicated individuals
across campus who have helped make the required changes happen as smoothly as
possible.
F. Live Enrollment and Instructor Updates—The IR web site now has two pages that
provide daily updates (or more frequent updates as needed) on enrollment and instructor
information. An example of the enrollment update is shown in Figure 2. This has
become a useful tool that provides administrators with a current look at enrollment
numbers by level of student. Additionally, comparisons can be made to previous years.
The other web site that IR staff created is most useful to the colleges by identifying which
instructors of record are still missing information in the employee information system
(BASIS). This web site has saved IR staff a considerable amount of time because daily
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reports no longer need to be run and sent to each individual college and college personnel
are no longer waiting on IR to send them a daily report.

Figure 2. Live enrollment updates

G. End of Term SSCH—The Arkansas Department of Higher Education (ADHE) will
modify how it recommends funding to colleges and universities. Currently, ADHE uses
the SSCH reported in the term census file. Over the course of the past year, there were
discussions on the appropriateness of using 11th day information when students leave
classes throughout the semester. There were a variety of scenarios developed to assess
the validity of funding based on End of Term information and what resulting grades and
marks made sense to base funding on. IR staff used UA data to help assess the impact of
these various scenarios and to help identify the issues associated with each variation of
including or excluding grades or marks.
H. History of Course Enrollments and Number of Instructors—While IR was
working to clarify the student to faculty ratio and average class size definitions, the
Faculty Senate Teaching Council requested historical enrollment information for several
courses. The Teaching Council wanted to examine the class size and number of sections
offered for these core classes to determine if there was a pattern of increasing class sizes,
decreasing numbers of sections or an increase in the number of sections per instructor
over time. More than 25 different graphs and charts, representing 15 years of data, were
compiled and presented to faculty and administrative personnel.
An example of these graphs is shown in Figure 3. The average Fall enrollment in
Chemistry 1103 has fluctuated by nearly 100 students over the last 15 years with the
lowest enrollment occurring in 2001. Since then, consistent with the observed increase in
the University’s enrollment, there has been an increase in total enrollment and average
class size while the number of sections has remained constant at three. During this same
timeframe, the number of instructors has gone from three down to two, increasing the
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teaching load to two sections of the class, each with increased enrollment over previous
years.
CHEM1103 Fall-On Schedule
1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
Average 312.0 292.0 289.0 285.3 298.3 302.0 295.0 267.0 255.7 261.0 280.7 297.3 316.7 308.7 354.0
Min

247

178

187

159

195

183

181

149

152

155

154

172

214

213

350

Max

347

349

354

350

351

367

367

360

355

360

358

366

377

365

357

Sections

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

Instructors

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

2

2

2

2

2

2

Figure 3. Chemistry 1103 number of instructors over time and historical fall enrollment

I. Student Semester Credit Hours (SSCH) generated by Faculty—In the last year,
several reports have been generated that portray the type of instructors teaching classes at
the U of A. One example of these reports is shown in Figure 3. The number of fall
semester SSCH generated by tenured or tenure track faculty has remained fairly stable
over the last few years while the number of SSCH generated by non-tenure track or
supplemental faculty has increased considerably in order to accommodate the enrollment
growth the University has experienced. Similar portrayals have been created to show the
data by college. IR staff have also used this format to present SSCH information by class
level, for example SSCH generated by 1000 and 2000 level courses.
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Figure 3. Fall SSCH by faculty category

J. Compliance with Academic Policy Series 1620: Academic Program Review—IR
provided information to departments in support of their review of academic programs and
in accordance with Academic Policy 1620.10. This year, IR was asked to provide review
data for two departments and 11 degree programs; five of the degree programs were
interdisciplinary and therefore had no faculty data to report on. The seven years of
information that IR compiled can be divided into student, class, and faculty data. All data
were at the department level, except for student enrollment and degrees awarded, which
provided a more detailed look at individual programs. In all, IR provided data on student
enrollment, degrees awarded, faculty salaries and corresponding benchmark information,
faculty numbers, faculty instructional workload—both an aggregate report as well as an
individual listing (Instructor Load report) of all courses taught by every instructor within
a given department, and the average class size for each department. All of the data were
broken out by level or rank as well as gender and ethnicity when appropriate. When
possible, data were reported using national definitions so as to facilitate benchmarking
with other institutions.
J. Degree Productivity—In response to discussions through ADHE, several possible
standards for degree productivity or viability have recently been proposed. IR staff
identified program productivity and enrollments to allow Academic Affairs to assess the
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impact of the standards proposed. In addition, IR identified errors in data distributed by
ADHE on degrees awarded over a five-year period.
K. UA System—IR was asked to help work through the intricacies associated with two
different initiatives related to assessment and productivity standards. One proposal was
put forward by the National Association of System Heads and the other was put forward
by the Funding Formula Productivity group.
Committees and Other Special or Key Activities
IR staff members served on the following committees and/or attended the following
conferences:

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

ADHE Student Information System Advisory Group

•
•
•
•
•

Southern Association for Institutional Research (SAIR)

Arkansas Institutional Research Organization (AIRO)
Association for Institutional Research (AIR)
ISIS Leads
ISIS Steering Committee
Higher Education Users Group (HEUG) Conference
Project Success (a retention committee)
Registration and Class Scheduling Systems Coordinating Committee
(RACSSCC)
Southern University Group
Third Level Admissions Committee
UA Experience Taskforce
Team member of the Western Interstate Commission for Higher Education
grant titled: "Non-Traditional No More: Policy Solutions for Adult
Learners.

Reports Completed Annually
Each of the reports completed annually by IR staff is a time-consuming and detailoriented task, but each one provides valuable information for the Chancellor,
departments, or agencies requesting it. Below is a list of reports that IR completes,
assists other departments in completing, or coordinates.
AAUP Faculty Salary Survey
ACT Profile
Benchmark 54 updates
Common Data Set/U.S. News and World Report/and assorted College Guides
Consortium for Student Retention data Exchange (CSRDE)
Retention of First-time, Full-time Freshmen
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Science, Technology, Engineering and Mathematics majors
Transfer Student Retention
Degree Counts
Enrollment by Majors
Enrollment by AR County and State
Federal Reports – National Center for Educational Statistics, Integrated Postsecondary
Educational Data System
Completions
Fall Enrollment
Human Resources
Finance
Financial Aid
Gender Equity Survey
Graduation Rate Survey
Institutional Characteristics
Financial Highlights data update
Instructor Load Report
Higher Learning Commission Annual Institutional Data Update
Historically Difficult Classes
National Study of Instructional Costs and Productivity (Delaware)
NCAA
GSR – Institutional graduation rates
Equity in Athletics Disclosure Act
Retention Study
Scholarship Analysis, Walton and Arvest
SSCH by College/School
SSCH Tuition Model
State Reports – (Completed or coordinated)
AHEIS Athletic File (annual)
AHEIS End of Term Files (4 per year)
AHEIS Graduated Student File (2 per year)
AHEIS Term Course File (4 per year)
AHEIS Term Instructor File (4 per year)
AHEIS Term Registration File (4 per year)
AHEIS Term Student File (4 per year)
AHEIS Workforce File (4 per year)
EEO6 – Higher education faculty/employee information
OCR A5 – Composition of governing boards for higher education
OCR B1 – Applications, acceptances and enrollments
OCR B3 – Financial assistance to students
Students Called to Military Service
Southern University Group
Alabama Tuition Survey
Auburn Department Chair Salary Survey
OSU Faculty Salary Survey
WVU SUG/SREB Summary Survey
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Summer Revenue vs. Faculty Expenses
TELE Model
Tuition & Fees Survey (multiple surveys for different organizations)
Uniform Reporting
University of Arkansas Graduation and Retention Study
University Highlights for the UA System
University of Arkansas Progress Report
University of Wyoming Tuition and Fee Survey
Requests for and Dissemination of Information
One of the responsibilities of the IR office is to coordinate and complete ad hoc requests
for information. These requests come from a variety of offices and individuals, and more
often than not require considerable effort. In FY2008, IR completed 172 formal requests
for information and completed or made significant progress on 97 intensive projects.
Compared to last year’s completion of 92 formal requests for data and 89 intensive
projects these are huge increases, 9% and 87%, respectively, and are the result of having
experienced personnel for an entire academic year.
The quality assurance (QA) program created by IR staff a couple of years ago continues
to have considerable impact on the data quality in ISIS and has become an integral tool
that other offices now consistently rely on. The QA is an organic document that is
modified to capture new issues as they are identified. The QA was originally designed as
a data quality check specifically to assist in state reporting however, as other offices
request additional data checks, it has become apparent that the QA is no longer limited to
data elements related to state or federal reporting and is expanding into a general tool that
is used more broadly.
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